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February 24, 2010 

Ms. Cherry Wyonch, Deputy Clerk 
Town of South Bruce Peninsula 
Box 310,315 George Street 
Wiarton, ON NOH 2TO 

Re: Questions from Randy Rogers Regarding Sauble Sewage System 

Dear Ms. Wyonch: 

Thank you for the email from Randy Rogers dated Monday, February 22,2010 (copy attached). 

I provide a response to this email below. Please be advised that the Minister's letter outlining the nine (9) 
additional conditions should be available to Mr. Rogers, and in fact, as he was the Part 2 Order requestor, 
he may have received the letter dlreclly from the Minister himself. However, if Mr. Rogers does not have 
the letter, he should be provided a copy. 

In regards to the additional questions, we provide the following response: 

Peak Flow 

As per the ESR, the peak flow was estimated to 41 Us. This was my estimate of total peak flow arising 
from the collection system sewers. 

Once we began doing final design, I increased the total peak sewage flow estimate to 75 Us, as I am 
quite concerned about what the actual peak flow will be on peak summer use weekends. It is very 
difficult to estimate this peak flow at Ihis time, and I hope that I am quite conservative (i.e. that actual 
peak sewage flows during the peak summer weekends will be lower than 75 Us). 

The difference between 95 Us and 75 Us is that at the sewage treatment plant, we have an on-site 
sewage pumping station that returns flows generated on site from: 

i) effluent filter backwashing 

ii) sludge digester decanting 

iii) returning flows stored in the storage cell back for re-treatment 

The capacity of the on-site pumping station is 14 Us. This brings us to 89 Us (75 Us plus 14 Us). I then 
added 6 Us as a safety factor to come up to 95 Us. The 95 Us is a conservative flow rate to make sure 
sewage can flow from one part of the treatment plant to the next part without the risk of overflowing any 
particular pipe or channel section. 

As such, the main issue, to me, is the assumption to increase the peak weekend sewage flow from 41 Us 
up to 75 Us. The flip side of this, if we assumed 45 Us and "guessed" wrong, we run the risk of sewage 
overflowing the pumping station at the beach. 
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It is our opinion that there has been minimal exlra cost to include this extra peak flow capacity to ensure 
there is no risk of undersizing the system. 

I did not review this issue with Council as I believed it is fairly technical and likely outside of their core 
interest in the project. 

Ministrv of the Environment Notification 

The proposed flows are clear in the October, 2009 Design Report that has been submitted to the Ministry 
of the Environment. 

Equivalent Units 

As per Randy Rogers letter in the ESR, we described 356 equivalent units versus 312 in the DeSign 
Report. 

The concept of equivalent units is to guesstimate the number of equivalent single family residents at each 
lot. For instance, a hotel with 20 units might be the equivalent of 10 residential homes in terms of sewage 
production. 

The discrepancy between 356 and 312 is unfortunate, as they should have been consistent. The reality 
is we have never done a real accurate "guesstimate" of the equivalent lots within the system. 

There are about 303 separate property parcels that will be serviced with the sewage project. Over time, if 
property use changes the number of equivalent residential units could change. However, from an MOE 
compliance point of view, it will come down to whether or not average flows exceed the rated capacity on 
the Certificate 01 Approval, which we have applied for as 273 m"/day average day flow. 

In the future, the municipality will have to prepare an annual report on the sewage system, which would 
include an assessment of the average day flows being collected and treated, and also an assessment of 
whether the peak flow capacity was ever exceeded in any way, I.e. either at the pumping stations or at 
the treatment plant. 

What the MOE will not do is monitor how many equivalent connections are on the system at anyone 
time. Any future sewer e)(tensions would have to be applied for on a case by case basis, and the MOE 
may decide, even for a minor extension, that an EA should be completed. 

Costs 

I have provided separate project cost information to members of the Committee of the Whole via Rhonda 
Cook. At this time, if we do the complete project and have all costs in, we are estimating total project cost 
to be $12.735 million. As you are aware, there has been no construction spending as yet. 

I believe Mr. Rogers question is likely asking how much has been spent on engineering, etc. Our 
engineering costs for the project since January 1, 2009 (basically once we knew we had BCF funding for 
design and construction) to January 31 of 2010 is appro)(imately $392,148.28. There has been additional 
geotechnical costs of $33,270 plus some legal and planning costs. Additional engineering costs were 
spent in calendar year 2008 dealing with the ESR document and meeting the additional conditions 
imposed by the Minister of the Environment. These costs are not included in the above total project cost. 
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I trust our response is helpful at this time. II you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

Yours truly, 

,..~~" .,~ I ~ants LP 

~'I-/V'-b~_--. 
J a ,P.Eng. 
JTGlmmw 
Cc: Rhonda Cook, Clerk/CAO. Town of South Bruce Peninsula 

Phil Dwyer, Public Works Manager, Town of South Bruce Peninsula 
Gord Shultz. Operations Supervisor. Town of South Bruce Peninsula 
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Che!!¥, Wyonch 

From: "Randy Rogers" _. 
To: "Cherry Wyonch" <tsbpdepclerk@bmts.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2010 2:54 PM 
Subject: RE: Questions from Randy Rogers Regarding Sauble Sewage System 
Hi Cheny, 

TO: 
Town of South Bruce Peninsula Council 

I) Who requested the design change --- it seems no municipal employee or 
council member requested the change 
2) Why was the design change requested --- it wasn't requested 
3) Did council approve --- not, it wasn't even mentioned; too technical for 
them to comprehend, 
4) Why the change from 356 e.u. to 312 e.u.? -- it's unfortunate that they 
are not consistent and we have no way of really knowing 
5) Will there be 356 or 312 connections -- can't be determined and may 
change 
6) the consultants are unable to accurately estimate sewage flows; they are 
only guessing and have decided to double capacity to cover their ass in case 
the guess wrong. 
7) The costs for 2008 were not provided and are not included in the budget 
--- why not? they are part of the costs for designing the proposed system. 
8) see 7) 

Please inform Mr Graham that I do have a copy of the letter from the 
Minister re the 9 additional conditions. What I have been trying to obtain 
are the documents required by the 9 conditions and any related 
correspondence. More specifically: the assimilative capacity study document, 
the water quality monitoring program document, documents supporting any 
claim that the Town consulted with the MoE London Regional Office prior to 
submission of the Assimilative Capacity Study and the Water Quality 
Monitoring program, copy of notification to First Nations, copy of 
notification sent to DCA residents, copy of written statement to the 
Director, Environmental Approval Branch indicating when and how conditions 
1-7 have been fulfilled, and, any other documents, emails, or correspondence 
regarding the project since the 9 additional conditions were imposed. 

More questions for council.... 

1) Who is running this project, the Manager of Public Works or the 
Consultant? 
2) Why is the consultant doing things that are not requested? 
3) Why are we paying for these changes when not requested? 
4) Is the Town modifying the project and renegotiating with the lowest 
bidders? If so, this is grounds for a law suit. The project should be 
modified and retendered. 
5) Why did the town pay almost double what was budgeted for the property? 
6) There were other sites were identified ... $200,000 might have made one 
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of them more attractive ... why the rush to buy this paIticular piece of 
property? 
7) What is the deadline for completion of the project to get funding? 
8) Council said if there was not 2/3 funding he project would not 
proceed ... well, with tendered prices are over budget by 25% and we haven't 
even stalted. Costs will inevitably go up during construction ... they 
always do. Will the contractors guarantee their price so the project will 
be on budget? 
9) These are not technical questions, why can't the MPW or someone from 
council answer my questions? 
10) Why is council not involved in approving modifications to the system? 
11) Why isn't council upset that the system is being modified without their 
knowledge and approval? 
12) Why did council rush to approve the zoning amendments when a number of 
citizens raised their concerns? 
13) The consultant seems unable to estimate sewage flows; perhaps more time 
should be taken to get an accurate estimate. A review of all septic 
pumpings in the DCA for the last year might give a better idea. This is the 
maI1 that told me he would drink the treated effluent before drinking the 
river water; when challenged, he said he was joking. This is no joking 
matter and my questions are serious concerns to me. How can we trust 
anything this consultant says? 

I am also sending another registered letter to the Minister of Environment 
and the Town today in which I will be requesting an EA bump up, denial of 
approval, or time for more public consultation. 

Regards 
Randy Rogers 

-----Original Message-----
From: Cherry Wyonch [mailto:tsbpdepclerk@bmts.com] 
Sent: February 26, 2010 9:42 AM 
To: Randy Rogers 
Subject: Questions from Randy Rogers Regarding Sauble Sewage System 

Morning Randy, 

I received back the uttachement from Jeff GrahaIll in regards to the questions 
that you sent through. I have not had a chance to read through it yet but 
wanted to get it to you as soon as possible. Hopefully it addresses your 
concerns. 

Cherry Wyonch 
Deputy Clerk 
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